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STATE OF NEW YORK-:--BOARD OF PAROLE 
ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL DECISION NOTICE 
Name: Romo, Richard Facility: Livingston CF 
NYSI~ 
DIN: 15-R-2103 
AI?Pearances: 
Decision appealed: 
Final Revocation 
Hearing Date: 
Papers considered: 
Appeals Unit 
Review: 
Richard Romo 15R2103 
Livingston Correctional Facility 
P.O. Box 91 
Sonyea, New York 14556 
Appeal Control No.: 01-175-19 R 
January 4, 2019 revocation of release and imposition of a time assessment of hold to 
ME date. 
January 3, 2019 
Appellant's Letter-briefreceived March 29, 2019 
Statement of the Appeals Unit's Findings and Recommendation 
Records relied upon: Notice of Violation, Vfolation of Release Report, Final Hearing Transcript, Parole 
Revocation Decision Notice 
The undersigned deteimine that the decision appealed is hereby: 
~rmed _Reversed, remanded for de novo hearing _Reversed, violation vacated 
:Vacated for de novo review of time assessment only Modified to ___ _ _ 
~med _Reversed, remanded for de novo hearing _Reversed, violation vacated 
__....,_.- acated for de novo review of time assessment only 
_ . Modified to ___ _ _ 
_Reversed, remanded for de novo hearing _Reversed, violation vacated 
_ Vacated for de novo review of time assessment only Modified to ____ _ 
If the Final Determination is at variance with Findings and Recommendation of Appeals Unit, written 
reasons for the Parole Board's determination must be annexed hereto. 
This Final Deteimination, the related Statement of the Appeals Unit's Findings and the separ te fjndings of 
the Parole Board, if any, were mailed to the Inmate and the Inmate's Counsel, if any, on .,-.' 't" /,. 9' ~i' . 
Distribution: Appeals Unit -Appellant - Appellant's Counsel - Inst. Parole File - Central File 
P-2002(B) (11/2018) 
STATE OF NEW YORK – BOARD OF PAROLE 
APPEALS UNIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION 
Name: Romo, Richard DIN: 15-R-2103 
Facility: Livingston CF AC No.:  01-175-19 R 
    
Findings: (Page 1 of 1) 
 
Distribution: Appeals Unit – Appellant - Appellant’s Counsel - Inst. Parole File - Central File 
P-2002(B)  (11/2018) 
    Appellant challenges the January 4, 2019 determination of the administrative law judge 
(“ALJ”), revoking release and imposing a hold to ME date. time assessment. Appellant is serving 
time for two different instant offenses. In one he waved a knife at a victim. In the other, he 
possessed cocaine with intent to sell it.  In the current parole revocation matter, appellant was 
charged with curfew violations, possession of marijuana, failure to report to parole officer, not 
telling the truth to his parole officer, and absconding. At the final parole revocation hearing, per a 
plea bargain agreement, appellant pled guilty to changing his approved residence without the 
permission of his parole officer.  Appellant raises only one issue. Appellant claims when taking 
his plea of hold to maximum expiration date, his attorney told him his maximum expiration date 
was in May. However, upon his arrival back to State prison, he found out his maximum expiration 
date is now in  September. 
 
     Appellant’s parole was revoked at the hearing upon his unconditional plea of guilty.  Appellant 
was represented by counsel at the final hearing, and the Administrative Law Judge explained the 
substance of the plea agreement.  The inmate confirmed he understood and there is nothing to indicate 
he was confused.  The guilty plea was entered into knowingly, intelligently and voluntarily, and is 
therefore valid.  Matter of Steele v. New York State Div. of Parole, 123 A.D.3d 1170, 998 N.Y.S.2d 
244 (3d Dept. 2014); Matter of James v. Chairman of N.Y. State Bd. of Parole, 106 A.D.3d 1300, 965 
N.Y.S.2d 235 (3d Dept. 2013); Matter of Ramos v. New York State Div. of Parole, 300 A.D.2d 852, 
853, 752 N.Y.S.2d 159 (3d Dept. 2002).  Consequently, his guilty plea forecloses this challenge.  
See Matter of Steele, 123 A.D.3d 1170, 998 N.Y.S.2d 244; Matter of Gonzalez v. Artus, 107 A.D.3d 
1568, 1569, 966 N.Y.S.2d 710, 711 (4th Dept. 2013). 
   A review of the transcript shows no promise as to exactly what was the maximum expiration 
date was made to the appellant by the ALJ or by the PRS. Since there is no error in the records, 
the plea is valid. 
 
     A hold to the maximum expiration date is permissible.  See Matter of Abreu v. Stanford, 153 
A.D.3d 1455, 61 N.Y.S.3d 706 (3d Dept. 2017); Matter of Rodriguez v. New York State Dep’t of 
Corr. & Cmty. Supervision, 141 A.D.3d 903, 904, 35 N.Y.S.3d 569, 570–71 (3d Dept. 2016); 
Matter Davis v. N.Y. State Bd. of Parole, 81 A.D.3d 1020, 1021, 915 N.Y.S.2d 771 (3d Dept. 
2011); Matter of Swinson v. Warden, 75 A.D.3d 433, 434, 903 N.Y.S.2d 235 (1st Dept. 2010). It 
is presumed the Administrative Law Judge considered all of the relevant factors. Ramirez v New 
York State Board of Parole, 214 A.D.2d 441, 625 N.Y.S.2d 505 (1st Dept 1995); Garner v Jones, 529 
U.S. 244, 120 S.Ct. 1362, 1371, 146 L.Ed.2d 236 (2000).   
 
Recommendation:  Affirm. 
